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September 20, 2005

S. 1711

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, while
I do not make it a practice to comment
on every bill that has been introduced,
I am moved to remark on what I con-
sider to be a particularly misguided re-
cent legislative initiative—a bill allow-
ing the Environmental Protection
Agency, EPA, the very agency charged
with protecting the public’s health, to
waive all laws under its jurisdiction—
public health and environmental laws—
during the cleanup of hurricane
Katrina. The bill, S. 1711, would even
allow these waivers over local and
State opposition.

People returning to areas devastated
by the hurricane deserve to Kknow,
among other things, that their water is
safe to drink and that new construc-
tion won’t put them or their families
in harm’s way by polluting their air or
by destroying wetlands that can pro-
vide valuable ecological services. Al-
though the legislation calls for up to 18
months of waivers, given the long-term
nature of the types of activities in-
volved, the effects of these waivers
could be long lasting.

The broad approach being pushed is
completely unnecessary and puts peo-
ple and the environmental resources
they depend upon at risk. While all of
us want to help those affected by hurri-
cane Katrina, there is simply no valid
reason to think that we need to erode
established environmental and public
health protections in order to do so. We
should be focused not on efforts that
could harm the very people who have
already faced the unthinkable but on
efforts that will safeguard the health of
the public and the health of the envi-
ronment. Anything short of this should
be off the table.

——
DEFEATING TERRORIST
NETWORKS
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President,

throughout the 4 years since the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on
this country, it has been clear to me
that our first national security pri-
ority must be combating and defeating
the terrorist networks that seek to do
us harm. Former U.S. Ambassador to
the United Nations Richard Holbrooke
wrote a thought-provoking piece about
the ideological battleground that is a
vitally important part of our chal-
lenge, and about the importance of
public diplomacy efforts in our overall
campaign. It was published in the
Washington Post on September 9, and I
ask that it be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 9, 2005]

OUR ENEMY’S FACE
(By Richard Holbrooke)

Let us take a hard look at some extremely
important words: ‘‘the global war on ter-
rorism.” Since Sept. 11, this phrase—often
reduced in Washingtonese to “GWOT’’—has
entered the English language, popularized by
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journalists and administration officials. It is
the way our highest national priority is de-
scribed by almost everyone.

But “GWOT” is not an accurate descrip-
tion of America’s enemy or of what we are
engaged in. Unless people know whom we are
fighting, it will be virtually impossible to
win the war of ideas that is such a key part
of this struggle. The new undersecretary of
state for public diplomacy, Karen Hughes,
who is charged with primary responsibility
for this part of the war, has a chance to fix
the problem, but only if she is willing to
change some deeply ingrained rhetoric and
the political reasons behind it.

Stopping terrorists, using all necessary
means, is vital in protecting the Nation. We
cannot win without the use of force and
first-rate intelligence. But suicide bombers
are merely the expendable, deluded cannon
fodder of ruthless ideologues. This has been
true with terrorists throughout history. The
long-term battle is against the underlying
ideas and leaders behind these specific
groups of terrorists.

Despite factionalism and fierce doctrinal
disputes, our enemies, broadly speaking, con-
stitute a movement, with goals, gurus,
ideologues, myths and martyrs. They share a
core set of virulently anti-Western beliefs
and have common goals: to destroy the mod-
erate (and still majority) wing of Islam, to
establish Islamist theocracies that look
backward toward a mythic ‘‘golden age,” to
seek the destruction of Israel, and to inflict
maximum damage and human suffering
through acts of terrorism.

Among its leaders, there is one whose face
is as internationally recognized today as
Adolf Hitler’s was in 1941. He was responsible
for Sept. 11. Yet the United States has not
made it a primary goal to expose Osama bin
Laden as the monster he is, something Roo-
sevelt and Winston Churchill did to Hitler,
and American leadership did to communism
during the Cold War by demonstrating its
moral and intellectual bankruptcy. Bin
Laden (unlike Saddam Hussein) has been vir-
tually ignored in public by official Wash-
ington.

Terrorism is not an end in itself; it is a
tactic, just as it has been for countless other
movements throughout history that sought
to destroy or paralyze the established order,
or attract attention to their cause. Over 2
years ago, Zbigniew Brzezinski, among oth-
ers, pointed out that a ‘“‘war on terror’” was
like a ‘“‘war on blitzkrieg” or a ‘‘war on war.”
For this important insight, the former na-
tional security adviser was both attacked
and ignored. During the 2004 campaign, I
stumbled into a public dispute with senior
administration officials, including Vice
President Cheney, when, as a John Kerry
surrogate, I told a New York Times Maga-
zine writer that the phrase could be consid-
ered a metaphor and compared it to phrases
such as the ‘“‘war on poverty.” For this both
Kerry and I were assailed as naive, and I was
asked, in the sneering tones of certain cable
television interviewers, if I really thought
we were at war with a ‘‘metaphor.”

Of course not. But despite the grand rhet-
oric, does anyone think the United States is
actually fighting ‘‘terror’” or ‘‘terrorism”
globally? We may detest terrorism in Sri
Lanka, but we are not engaged in that civil
war. Nor in Nepal, northern Uganda, Aceh or
countless places around the world.

By calling both Iraq and Sept. 11 part of
the war on terrorism, the administration has
been partially successful in linking public
support for the less popular war in Iraq to
the universally supported fight against al
Qaeda, even though no convincing evidence
has been produced connecting the two. No
other explanation has proved as valuable in
keeping Americans, albeit in declining num-
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bers, behind our increasingly controversial
involvement in Iraq. “GWOT,” as Dan
Froomkin wrote on The Post’s Web site last
month, is ‘‘the metaphor that has consist-
ently been [President Bush’s] most potent
weapon in the battle for public opinion.”

The struggle against violent extremism
will continue, of course, long after bin Laden
is eliminated by death or capture. It will be
a long conflict, with casualties and high
costs, just like the efforts against fascism
and communism. But fundamentally this is a
war of ideas, and a more aggressive, direct
attack on those ideas, and the men behind
them, is necessary.

For starters, Osama bin Laden must be dis-
credited, even if he remains at large. He is
not, as some argue, irrelevant simply be-
cause his war will continue after he is gone
(although, of course, it will). He remains a
folk hero to millions of Muslims; youths
wear T-shirts of him and children are named
after him throughout the Muslim world. The
United States should stop ignoring him and
his henchmen; exposing them must become a
top priority. He is a false prophet who in-
cites mass murder, but he is clearly eloquent
and charismatic. His ideas, no matter how
insane they seem to us, appeal to many peo-
ple. (Hitler had those qualities, too.)

Which brings us back to Karen Hughes.
With her enormous bureaucratic clout, de-
rived from her closeness with President
Bush, the new undersecretary of state has a
chance to make history. To do so, however,
she must change some fundamental parts of
our public message, and then devise better
delivery systems for it—precisely what she
did so effectively for Bush during so many
campaigns.

Hughes should begin by revisiting what her
own boss said on Aug. 6, 2004, speaking with-
out a text. “We actually misnamed the war
on terror,” the president said that day. ‘It
ought to be the struggle against ideological
extremists who do not believe in free soci-
eties, who happen to use terror as a weapon.”’
He was, inexplicably, laughed at for this re-
mark, and rapidly retreated to safer rhetor-
ical terrain. More recently, when Defense
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld tried to replace
“GWOT” with the ‘‘global struggle against
violent extremism’—a somewhat more accu-
rate phrase—the president immediately
overruled him and again linked GWOT close-
ly to Iraq during a series of public appear-
ances.

But the president got it right last year.
Words matter, and we need better ones to ex-
plain to the world, and to ourselves, who the
enemy is. How about making it simple and
specific: something like ‘‘the war against
Osama bin laden and his followers”? And
then create an all-out, no-holds-barred cam-
paign to expose, ridicule and destroy every-
thing he and his ilk stand for—murder, hor-
ror, intolerance, disrespect for human life
and a false view of Islam.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

IN RECOGNITION OF REVEREND
DR. VAHAN H. TOOTIKIAN

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to call my colleagues’ attention to
a distinguished religious leader in
Michigan, Reverend Dr. Vahan H.
Tootikian. Dr. Tootikian will be hon-
ored at a special testimonial banquet
on Sunday, September 25, 2005, in Troy,
MI. The tribute will mark his retire-
ment from active parish ministry and
will recognize his 30 years as pastor of
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